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for benefits under Heart and Hypertension Act (§ 7-433c) was compensable;
whether commissioner’s finding that plaintiff suffered from heart disease was
supported by record.
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tion in denying motion to reargue motion for summary judgment.
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of constitutional right to fair trial when it failed to instruct jury, sua sponte,
about inherent shortcomings of simultaneous foreign language interpretation of
trial testimony; claim that trial court improperly deprived defendant of constitu-
tional right to fair trial when it instructed jury that it could consider as conscious-
ness of guilt evidence that defendant changed shirt shortly after victim was
stabbed; whether defendant was presented with meaningful opportunity to review
and comment on trial court’s jury instructions; whether defendant waived right
to challenge constitutionality of jury instruction under State v. Golding (213
Conn. 233); whether jury reasonably could have found from evidence that defend-
ant’s act of changing shirt was motivated by desire to avoid detection by law
enforcement.
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misconduct with motor vehicle; claim that jury’s guilty verdicts were legally
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intentionally and recklessly with respect to different results; whether jury reason-
ably could have found that defendant specifically intended to cause serious physi-
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cal injury to victim and that, in doing so, consciously disregarded substantial
and unjustifiable risk that actions created grave risk of death to victim; whether
defendant’s conviction required jury to find that defendant acted intentionally
and criminally negligent with respect to different results; whether defendant
could have intended to cause serious physical injury to victim while, at same
time, failing to perceive substantial and unjustifiable risk that manner in which
defendant operated vehicle would cause victim’s death; whether mental state
element for crimes of reckless manslaughter and misconduct with motor vehicle,
or criminally negligent operation of motor vehicle, were mutually exclusive when
examined under facts and state’s theory that two strikes of victim’s vehicle by
defendant was one continuous act; whether defendant could have consciously
disregarded substantial and unjustifiable risk that actions would cause victim’s
death while simultaneously failing to perceive substantial and unjustifiable risk
that actions would cause victim’s death; whether mental states required for reck-
less manslaughter and criminally negligent operation related to same result;
whether admission of out-of-court statement for purposes other than its truth
raised confrontation clause issue and was of constitutional magnitude under
second prong of State v. Golding (213 Conn. 233); whether statement at issue
was hearsay.
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murder was committed.
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(CUTPA) (§ 42-110a et seq.); attorney’s fees; claim that this court should recognize
rebuttable presumption in context of attorney’s fees for CUTPA violations,
whereby prevailing plaintiff should ordinarily recover attorney’s fees unless spe-
cial circumstances would render such award unjust; whether trial court abused
its discretion in declining to award plaintiff attorney’s fees pursuant to statute
(§ 42-110g [d]); claim that trial court erred by conflating analyses for awarding
attorney’s fees and punitive damages under CUTPA.


